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MEMORANDUM

To: Dan Hall, Bureau of Indian Affairs
cc: David Hochart, Matt Valerio — Dudek, Environmental
From: Glenna McMahon, Audrey Herschberger — Dudek, Hydrogeology/HazWaste
Subject: Preliminary ESA for Campo Wind Project
Date: January 22, 2019

Attachments:  Figure 1: Project Location and Site Map
A — GeoSearch Report
B — Historic Aerial Photographs
C — Letter from EPA to Bureau of Indian Affairs regarding Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, May 12, 2010

This Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was conducted for the portion of the
proposed Campo Wind Project (Project) that is located on the Campo Band of Diegueno Mission
Indians Reservation in San Diego County, California. The proposed areas of construction and
development of the Project are defined as the “Project Site.” The Project Area evaluated within this
Preliminary ESA lies entirely within the Campo Indian Reservation, the borders of which define the
“Project Area”. The boundary of the Project Area, Project Site boundaries, and locations of findings
identified in this Preliminary ESA are shown on Figure 1. A Phase | ESA was prepared for the
portion of the Project located Off-Reservation which includes the Boulder Brush Boundary and is
attached to the Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities Draft EIS as Appendix M-2.

Physical setting information including hydrology, geology, and water, oil, and gas wells is
included in the GeoSearch E ReSearch Report (GeoSearch Report) provided as Attachment A. The
information is also summarized in Section 3.0 of the 2012 Phase | ESA report! provided as
Appendix O. In addition, a Groundwater Resources Evaluation was conducted by Dudek in 20182,
Groundwater depths are reportedly between approximately 21 and 76 feet below ground surface.
Groundwater depth data was obtained from a 312-acre well field located in the southern portion
of the Project Area around the proposed regional landfill (see Figure 1). Groundwater flow
directions for the Project Area were not evaluated as part of this Preliminary ESA. Drinking water

1 Phase | Environmental Site Assessment of Approximately 4,660 Acres, Campo Indian Reservation, Southeastern
San Diego County, California. AECOM. January 2012.
2 Draft Groundwater Resources Evaluation for the Campo Wind Project. Dudek. December 2018.
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Memorandum
Subject: Preliminary ESA for Campo Wind Project

is provided to the Project Area by drinking water wells. Soils on the Project Area are generally
undeveloped, well-drained loamy coarse sands.

The objective of this Preliminary ESA is to determine if there are any recognized environmental
conditions (RECs), including controlled RECs and historical RECs, to the Project Site. For the
purposes of this Preliminary ESA, Dudek is using the REC definitions as defined in the ASTM
1527-13%:

e A REC is the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum
products in, on, or at a property (1) due to any release to the environment; (2) under
conditions indicative of a release to the environment; or (3) under conditions that pose a
material threat of a future release to the environment.

e A controlled REC (CREC) is a REC from a past release of hazardous substances or
petroleum products that has been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory
authority, with hazardous substances or petroleum products allowed to remain in place
subject to implementation of required controls.

e Ahistorical REC (HREC) is a past release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products
that has occurred in connection with the property and has been addressed to the satisfaction of
the applicable regulatory authority or meets unrestricted use criteria established by a regulatory
authority, without subjecting the property to any required controls.

This Preliminary ESA consists of review and summary of the following: regulatory agency
records, historical aerial photographs, and previous environmental reports. This Preliminary ESA
is not a complete Phase | ESA as described in ASTM 1527-13. This Preliminary ESA meets the
requirements of Section 1.2 of the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance
for hazardous materials and existing contamination.

Regulatory RecordsA search of regulatory records was conducted by GeoSearch on July 25, 2018
(GeoSearch report). The search was conducted for the Project Area according to the ASTM E
1527-13 using standard search radii, which are listed in the GeoSearch report. The GeoSearch
report gives a listing of sites within an approximately one-mile radius of the Project Area that are
listed on one or more environmental regulatory databases. Information in these listings includes
the site name, location of the site relative to the Project Area, regulatory database listing, and the
status of the listed site. The complete GeoSearch report is included as Attachment A.

3 American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments:
Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Process, designation E1527-13. November 1, 2013.
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Subject: Preliminary ESA for Campo Wind Project

The Project Area and adjoining properties were identified in the regulatory databases described in
Table 1. Listings identified within the Project Area are summarized in Table 2. Findings for
adjoining and nearby properties are discussed in the paragraphs following Table 2. Listings
identified as RECs are also shown on Figure 1.

Table 1
Regulatory Databases Identified
Database ID Database Description
Federal Databases
ECHORO09 Enforcement and Compliance History Information database, provides compliance and enforcement
information on a national level.
FRSCA Facility Registry System that tracks facilities, sites, or places subject to environmental regulations or of
environmental interest. The actual database identified in the FRSCA search was identified by Dudek in
Table 2 in parenthesis (e.g., FRSCA (ICIS)).
RCRAGR09 | Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste tracking database.
MSHA Mining sites under the authority of the Dept. of Labor Mining Safety and Health Administration (MSHA).
FUDS Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS) inventory of properties previously owned or leased to the US
Defense Dept.
State Databases
CHMIRS California Hazardous Material Incident Report System, reported spills or releases of hazardous
materials since 1993.
HWTS Hazardous Waste Tanner Summary, information extracted from hazardous waste manifests received by
the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).
ABST State-registered aboveground storage tanks (ASTS).
HISTUST Historical state-registered underground storage tanks (USTSs).
SWEEPS Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning System. Historical listings of active and inactive USTs.
USTCUPA State-registered underground storage tanks (USTs).
SWIS Solid Waste Information System database of state-registered solid waste facilities, operations, and disposal sites.
ENVIROSTOR | DTSC tracking database for site with confirmed or potential contamination and sites where further
investigation is necessary.
Local Databases
HMMDD San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division database for all establishments with
hazardous material permits.
Tribal Databases
INDIANRES | Indian reservations registered with the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA)
DUDEK 3 January 2019
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Subject: Preliminary ESA for Campo Wind Project

Table 2

Project Area Regulatory Database Listings

Identified
Business Name Location Relative to REC
and Address Database(s) Details Project Site (Figure 1 1D#)

Campo Indian FRSCA (ICIS, | This location reported hazardous waste | Based on the site Yes
Reservation - STATE) manifests in 2006 for a total of 72.78 address, this listing is (Site #1)
Casino WWTF CAHWTS tons “other inorganic solid waste” located on BIARd 10
GW Monitoring / CASWIS disposal by means of deep well or (Church Rd),
[HC Clinic underground injection, discharge to the | approximately 450 feet
Drainfield / sewer, land treatment, and on-site north of the intersection
Golden Acorn management. There is also a SWIS of BIARd 10 and State
Casino listing for an unpermitted solid waste Route 94 (Campo Rd).
36190 Church Rd disposal site. The type, duration, and The Project site
Campo California manner of disposal is unknown. transects the Project

The WWTF GW Monitoring and IHC | 472 2 16 BA K

L P . . tate Route 94

Clinic Drainfield listings are included in | . .

the ICIS database, which provides |ntersect|or_1, and

. . PR . therefore, lies less than

information on companies with permits 1/8 mile from this

to discharge wastewater. No additional o

information could be obtained isting. Because the

' limits, exact location,

With the lack of additional information and impacts of the

available, and the recorded unpermitted disposal site are

disposal site, these are conditions unknown, it is possible

indicative of a potential release to the that this listing could

environment. Therefore, this is considered | impact the Project Site

aREC.
Golden Acorn CHMIRS A release of one gallon of copper etch The Golden Acorn No
Casino/Travel ECHOR9 solution was released, contained and Casino is located on the
Center, Golden FRSCA (ICIS, | cleaned up without release to waterways | southeast side of the
Acorn Quick Mart, | CA- or storm drains. There are no open intersection of I-8
Interstate ENVIROVIEW, | cleanup files associated with this release. | (Kumeyaay Hwy) and
Ousmmen .| SEON | paung et s s | ST
Verizon Wireless location under the.Saf(.e Drinking Water casino property touches

C Act (SDWA). No violations have been .

Campo Casino, reported for this listin the northern tip of a
1800 Golden P 9. branch of the Project
Acorn Way There are 14 Campo Site. Another branch of
Campo, California Reservation/Golden Acorn Casino the Project Site lies on

listings in the FRSCA database for this | the north side of I-8,

address; 12 in the ICIS database for approximately 550 feet

wastewater discharge permits, and two | from the northern edge

in the SFDW database for safe drinking | of the casino property

water information. The AT&T listing is

registered under ENVIROVIEW

(CalEPA) for chemical storage facilities,

last inspected in May 2018 with no

violations.
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Subject: Preliminary ESA for Campo Wind Project

Table 2

Project Area Regulatory Database Listings

Identified
Business Name Location Relative to REC
and Address Database(s) Details Project Site (Figure 1 1D#)
Campo Materials | CAHWTS The Campo Materials company is listed | The Project site crosses Yes
Inc/Campo USFRSCA in OSHA-IMIS and USMSHA as a BIA Rd 10 (Church Rd) (Site #2 and
Materials (OSHA-IMIS) mining site. The site has numerous approximately 0.1 mile Site #3)
Company USMSHA citations and associated fines recorded | from the entrance to the
36501 Church between 2000 and 2017. The nature of | Campo Materials site.
Road the citations are not reported. Based on aerial
Campo, California According to information in the photographs, it appears
the sand and gravel pit
CAHWTS database, hazardous wastes, i
including hydrocarbon solvents, waste operatons are -
oil and mixed oil, were generated on approximately 1 mile
. VN . west of the entrance.
site and manifested in 2008 prior to . .
removal offsite. There are no violations The Project Site
associated witH this listing appears to transect the
' sand and gravel pit.
Based on the information provided, Therefore, there is a
this company has a history of non- potential for this site to
compliance, and handles hazardous impact the Project Site.
materials on site. This information is
indicative of a potential release of
hazardous materials to the
environment, or the potential of a
future release to the environment.
Kumeyaay Wind HWTS This site is registered as an electrical The GeoSearch Report No
LLC FRSCA machinery and equipment company. identifies this location at
Gamesa Winds (OSHA-IMIS) | Manifests indicate handling and the southeast corner of
US, LLC generation of hazardous wastes from Tusil Road and Old
400002 Tusil 2006 to 2016. Some management Mine Road. This
Road includes on-site treatment/stabilization location is adjacent to
Boulevard, of “other organic solids.” There are no the northern boundary
California other details associated with this listing, | of the Project Site.
and there are no violations associated
with the listing.
Boulevard CAHISTUST Three USTs owned by the California Based on the Yes
NONE LOD Hwy Department of Transportation are GeoSearch Report, the (Site #4)
80 located at this site: two 1,000-gallon CalTrans maintenance
Boulevard, diesel fuel tanks installed in 1961, and station is located at the
California one 3,000-gallon unleaded fuel tank southeast corner of Old
installed in 1975. This site is located Hwy 80 and Golden
nearby the CalTrans Boulevard Acorn Way. This
Maintenance Station, located on location is more than ¥4
Highway 80 (see listing below). There mile from the nearest
are no violations or releases directly portion of the Project
associated with these tanks. However, Site. Based on the
based on the age of the tanks, and the | distance from the
lack of environmental regulations Project Site, it does not
10212.0013
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Subject: Preliminary ESA for Campo Wind Project

Table 2

Project Area Regulatory Database Listings

Business Name

Location Relative to

Identified
REC

and Address Database(s) Details Project Site (Figure 1 ID#)
regarding tanks at the date of appear this REC will
installation, these tanks present impact the Project Site.
conditions indicative of a release or However, the exact
material threat of a future release, and location of the USTs
are therefore a REC. needs to be confirmed
before potential impacts
to the Project Sitecan
be assessed.
ACS Mountain CASDHMMDD | A hazardous materials permit has been | This site is located on No
Health Center issued by the State of California for this | Hwy 94, more than %
36190 Hwy 94 property. No other details are available. | mile west of the nearest
Campo, California An inspection was conducted in 1990; portion of the Project
no violations were reported. Site.
Campo TRINDIANRES | The Campo Reservation of the Campo | The Project Area and No
Reservation Band of Diegueno Mission Indians is a Project Site are located
federally registered reservation, and within the Campo
encompasses 25.82 square miles of Reservation.
southern San Diego County.
CalTrans ECHORO09 This station is permitted and regulated Based on the No
Boulevard USFRSCA under RCRA for generating small GeoSearch Report, this
Maintenance (HWTS) quantities of hazardous waste. There site is located at the
Station USRCRAGRO09 | are no violations associated with this southeast corner of Old
Old Hwy 80 listing. The last reported inspection was | Hwy 80 and Golden
Boulevard, 2004. Acorn Way. This
California location is more than %4
mile from the nearest
portion of the Project
Site.
SDG&E-Sunrise USFRSCA This is the location of a telecom This site is located at No
Telecom (CA-CERS, station/tower. It is classified as a the northern border of
End of Old Mine CA- “combination utility.” No additional the Project Area,
Road Enviroview) information is available, and there isno | approximately 0.8 mile
report of hazardous materials, wastes, from the nearest portion
or releases on the site. of the Project Site.
Kumeyaay Wind USFRSCA This is the location of an electric This site is located on No
North of I-8, West | (EIA-860, ICIS, | generator, which is registered for Old Mine Road,
of Campo Cr EGRID) emissions and generation, as well as approximately %2 mile
water discharge. No violations are from the nearest portion
reported for this listing. of the Project Site.
10212.0013
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Memorandum
Subject: Preliminary ESA for Campo Wind Project

Adjoining or Nearby Properties

Camp Lockett is a former US Army camp previously used for cavalry training and border defense
beginning in 1941. Portions of the camp have been released to other owners, including the County
of San Diego. Based on information obtained from a 2007 Site Inspection Report*, the property is
known or suspected to contain military munitions and unexploded ordinances. The Site Inspection
Report identifies the nearest possible impact area to be approximately one half mile west of the
Project Area. The remaining potentially impacted areas (identified as “munition response sites
[MRS]”) are greater than one mile west of the Project Area. Explosives were not detected in any
soil samples collected during the site inspection. While possible migration and exposure pathways
exist in the MRS identified at Camp Lockett, the distance from the Project Area indicates it is
unlikely these sites have impacted the environmental condition of the Project Area.

An additional six sites were identified within a one-mile radius of the Project Area. A brief
description of each listing is below.

e The Manzanita Reservation was identified adjoining to the north, and La Posta Reservation
adjoining to the west.

e Five USTs were identified at a market at Live Oaks Trail, located 0.1 miles south of the
border of the Project Area. The USTs were reportedly installed in 2013 and are permitted
by the San Diego County Department of Environmental Health. There are no violations or
releases associated with this listing.

e An AST containing diesel fuel was identified 0.16 miles to the west of the Project Area.
Based on information obtained from the CalEPA website®, the AST is located at a Century
Link telecommunication site. One administrative violation was received at the Century
Link site in 2015. Compliance was achieved the same month. The violation does not
indicate a release or threat of future release of hazardous materials.

e An unpermitted solid waste disposal site was identified 0.44 miles to the east of the Project
Area. No additional information is available. No cleanup files are associated with the listing.

¢ An inactive cleanup site regulated by the DTSC was identified 0.9 miles from the Project
Area border. The site is a Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS). As of 2005, the status was
“inactive — needs evaluation.” No additional actions have been taken.

4 Site Inspection Report, Camp Lockett, Campo California. Parsons. December 2007.
5 CalEPA Regulated Site Portal. https://siteportal.calepa.ca.gov/nsite/. Accessed January 21, 2019.
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Subject: Preliminary ESA for Campo Wind Project

Based on the available information, status, and/or distance from the Project Area, these sites do
not appear to pose a REC.

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS

Historical aerial photographs (Attachment B) were reviewed to determine if there was evidence of
recognized environmental conditions within the Project Area that could potentially impact the
Project Site. Historical aerial photographs from 1942, 1953, 1956, 1968, 1975, 1984, 1994, 1995,
1996, 2005, 2009, and 2016 were reviewed. Observations are presented in Table 3.

Table 3
Historical Aerial Photograph Review
Date Site Description Surroundings
1942 The Project Area is generally undeveloped land, | The surrounding properties appear undeveloped with
with unimproved roads transecting throughout. some unimproved roads transecting, very similar to
The main roads, except Interstate 8 (I-8), are the Project Area.
observed, but appear unimproved. The Pacific
Southwest railroad is also observed. A few small
clearings are observed: one off the current
Williams Road, one near the current Campo
Materials site, one off Campo Road east of the
railroad, and one at the end of a dirt road near
the southern portion of the Project Area. The
current sand pit area also appears disturbed.
1953 Sparse agricultural and residential developmentis | A small residential development is observed just to
observed throughout the Project Area. the east of the Project Area. Sparse agricultural and
residential development is observed in the
surrounding areas.
1968 Development of I-8 is observed. No other apparent | No apparent changes from the 1953 aerial are
changes from the 1953 aerial are observed. observed.
1975 Alarge swath of land appears cleared of vegetation | Areas of cleared vegetation are also observed
beginning in the northwest corner of the Project extending onto the adjoining properties. No other
Area, running along Old Mine Road down to I-8, apparent changes are observed.
and continuing south to the southeast corner of the
Project Area. Cleared areas along |-8 are observed.
A large disturbed area is observed in the southeast
corner, inside the curve of the railroad tracks.
1984 Additional small roads are observed throughout the | A small residential neighborhood is observed to the
Project Area, but the road density is still sparse. east of the Project Area, and new development
New development (roads, cleared vegetation, and surrounding it. The surrounding areas still appear
small buildings) is observed near the current mainly undeveloped, except for a few small roads
Campo Materials site. The sand pit area appears and residential/agricultural properties.
disturbed. An area of development is observed at
the northeast corner of Campo Road and BIA Rd
10. Disturbance and cleared areas are now
observed on the west side of the railroad near the
southeastern corner of the Project Area.
10212.0013
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Table 3

Historical Aerial Photograph Review

Date Site Description Surroundings
1994 A new clearing is observed off BIA Rd 10, just The surrounding areas show new development,
south of Old Hwy 80. A new small housing which appears to be residential. The development is
development (approximately 16 houses) is sparse.
observed off Campo Road (on Kumeyaay Road). A
series of small dirt roads and cleared areas are
now observed in the southeast corner of the Project
Area in the bend of the railroad tracks.
1996 Two manmade ponds are now observed at the No apparent changes from the 1994 aerial
sand pit. No other apparent changes from the 1994 | photograph are observed.
aerial photograph are observed.
2005 Construction of wind turbines is now observed in More residential development and supporting
the northern portion of the Project Area. The casino | commercial development is observed. Development
is now observed on the south side of I-8. The is still sparse.
motocross track is now observed near the
northeast corner of the Project Area. Roads
transect the land between Campo Materials and the
sand pit, and the sand pit is disturbed. Some new
small roads are observed throughout the southern
half of the Project Area, with apparent residential
development.
2009 The wind turbines are now constructed, and new No apparent changes are observed from the 2005
development at the casino is now observed. No aerial photograph.
other apparent changes are observed from the
2005 aerial photograph.
2016 No apparent changes are observed from the 2009 No apparent changes are observed from the 2009
aerial photograph. aerial photograph.

PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT

Dudek reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment of Approximately 4,660 Acres, Campo
Indian Reservation, Southeastern San Diego County, California prepared by AECOM in January
2012 (Phase | ESA). The subject property as defined in the Phase I ESA is a “highly irregular,
snake shaped property” that is located within the boundaries of the Project Area as defined for this
Preliminary ESA. The Phase | ESA did not identify any RECs or de minimis conditions. Project
site conditions do not appear to have changed since the prior Phase | ESA based on latest search
of available records and limited identified development during the intervening period.

10212.0013
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The report did identify multiple locations of concern that were not determined to be RECs to the
subject property as defined in the 2012 Phase | ESA, but Dudek has determined them to be RECs
to the Project Area. These sites, located within the Project Area, are as follows:

e Golden Acorn Casino gas station: Based on a review of recent aerial photographs, it
appears there are two fuel islands and an associated UST farm located on the south side of
the casino. Based on the Campo Kumeyaay Nation website, the casino was opened in 2001,
and historical aerial photographs confirm the gas station islands were present at
approximately the same time. Registration of these USTs was not listed in the GeoSearch
Report, and was not identified on the CalEPA Site Portal®. Based on the lack of information
and apparent lack of regulation of these USTs, they pose a REC (Figure 1 Site #5).

e Former lllegal Dump Site: One of the residential properties was previously recognized as a
former illegal disposal site. Items dumped included abandoned vehicles. The Campo
Environmental Protection Agency (CEPA)’ conducted a cleanup in 2007, reportedly with a
grant from the California EPA, which included removing abandoned cars. During the Phase |
ESA site reconnaissance performed by AECOM in October 2011, an approximately 500-foot
by 500-foot area of scattered debris was still observed at the site. Based on the fact that this
was an illegal dump site for an unknown number of years, that dumping included abandoned
vehicles, and parts of the vehicles were still observed four years later, these are conditions
indicative of a release to the environment, and the site poses a REC (Figure 1 Site #6).

e Campo Materials Co.: The 2012 Phase | ESA identified multiple violations associated with
the operations of the mine under MSHA between October 2004 and June 2010. Penalties were
assessed on all violations; some penalties were contested. Based on information obtained from
the MSHA Mine Data Retrieval System®, most of the violations were 104(a) citations, which
indicate a violation of a standard, regulation, or section of the Mine Act. One violation was a
104(g)(1) citation, which indicates the withdrawal of an untrained miner from the mine. Campo
Materials Co. also reported fuel blending of large quantities of hydrocarbon solvents and waste
and mixed oils prior to energy recovery at another site, indicating the use of petroleum product
within the Project Area. Based on the history of violations associated with operations, and the
handling of hazardous materials on the site, these are conditions indicative of a release to the
environment, or that pose a material threat of a future release to the environment, and are
considered a REC (Figure 1 Sites #2 and #3).

& https://siteportal.calepa.ca.gov/.

" The Campo Environmental Protection Agency (CEPA) was created by order of the General Council of the Campo
Band of Kumeyaay Indians in July of 1990 (http://www.campo-nsn.gov/cepa.html).

8 United States Department of Labor Mine Safety and Health Administration Mine Data Retrieval System.
https://arlweb.msha.gov/drs/drshome.htm.
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The following locations were identified to be of potential environmental concern, but are not
considered to be RECs:

e Campo Landfill Project: This proposed landfill is to be located in the southeast corner of
the Project Area. A letter response from the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (US EPA) to the Bureau of Indian Affairs RE: Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (DSEIS) dated May 12, 2010 is in the US EPA Archives online®. A copy
of this letter is provided as Attachment C. The letter states that insufficient information has
been presented in the DSEIS regarding protection of groundwater. More recent
documentation regarding the progress of this landfill was not located during this
Preliminary ESA. There are no listings located on or near the Project Area in the
CalRecycle Solid Waste Information System (SWIS) online database!’. Based on this
information, it does not appear the proposed landfill project is active.

e Off-Site Casino Former UST Farm: A fuel depot was proposed east of the Golden Acorn
Casino, located at the southeast corner of the intersection of BIA Road/Old Hwy 80 and I-
8. Reportedly, USTs were installed as part of this proposal. The fuel depot was later
abandoned prior to completion, and the USTs, which were not filled, were removed.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Project Area was mainly undeveloped, with sparse residential and agricultural development
since at least 1942 until approximately 1984. Construction of 1-8 began in approximately 1968, and
commercial use of the sand pit appears to have started between 1975 and 1984. The casino was
opened in 2001, wind turbines were constructed starting in 2005, and additional residential
development occurred throughout the 1970s until at least 2009.

Based on the information obtained, the following RECs are present within the Project Area. Based on
the proposed use of the Project Site, recommendations for further investigations are also provided.

e The Campo Reservation Casino (aka Golden Acorn Casino) has a documented,
unpermitted solid waste disposal site. The type, duration, and manner of disposal is
unknown. Given the known use and lack of additional information available, which
indicates a potential release to the environment, this site is considered a REC. Based on the
site address, this listing is located on BIA Rd 10 (Church Rd), approximately 450 feet north
of the intersection of BIA Rd 10 and State Route 94 (Campo Rd). The Project Site transects
the Project Area at the BIA Rd 10/State Route 94 intersection, which lies less than 1/8 mile

% https://archive.epa.gov/region9/nepa/web/pdf/camporeglandfill-projcampoindianresdseis.pdf.
10 http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/Search.aspx.

10212.0013
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from this potential REC. Because the limits, exact location, and impacts of the disposal site
are unknown, it is possible that it could impact the Project Site. If this area will be
developed as part of the Project, it is recommended to conduct a site visit and obtain
additional information from a site representative to determine the nature and extent of the
disposal site. Further, a hazardous materials contingency plan (HMCP) should be prepared
and implemented during construction of the Project. The HMCP will outline strategies for
managing hazardous materials, including contaminated soil and groundwater, which may
be encountered during Project construction.

e The Golden Acorn Casino has two fuel islands and an associated UST farm located on the
south side of the property. Based on the Campo Kumeyaay Nation website, the casino was
opened in 2001, and historical aerial photographs confirm the gas station islands were
present at approximately the same time. Documentation of the registration of the USTs
could not be obtained during this Preliminary ESA. The Golden Acorn Casino is located
on the east side of the intersection of 1-8 (Kumeyaay Hwy) and Old Hwy 80. The Project
Site lies approximately ¥4 mile southeast and approximately ¥ mile north of these fuel
islands, and therefore the presence of the fuel islands and tanks are not likely to impact the
Project Site. It should be determined if these USTs are in compliance with applicable
regulatory standards, and if there is any evidence of releases to the environment. If this
area will be developed as part of the Project, the USTs should be properly removed and
disposed. If the tanks cannot be located and/or the status of the tanks is still in question, a
HMCP should be prepared and implemented during construction of the Project.

e The Campo Materials Company has numerous MSHA citations and associated fines
recorded between 2000 and 2017. Based on the information provided, this company has a
history of non-compliance and handles hazardous materials on site. This information is
indicative of a potential release of hazardous materials to the environment, or the potential
of a future release to the environment. The Project Site crosses BIA Rd 10 (Church Rd)
approximately 0.1 mile from the entrance to the Campo Materials site. The extent of
operations and hazardous material storage areas were not determined during this
Preliminary ESA. Therefore, there is a potential for this location to impact the Project.
Information regarding management of hazardous materials should be obtained and
reviewed, if available, to determine the environmental condition of the site. If site
conditions are indicative of a concern, a HMCP should be prepared and implemented
during construction of the Project.

e Three USTs owned by the California Department of Transportation are located within the
Project Area: two 1,000-gallon diesel fuel tanks installed in 1961, and one 3,000-gallon
unleaded fuel tank installed in 1975. This site is located near the CalTrans Boulevard
Maintenance Station, located on Old Hwy 80. The exact UST locations should be determined.

10212.0013
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Based on the age of the tanks, and the lack of environmental regulations regarding tanks at
the date of installation, these tanks present conditions indicative of a release or material
threat of a future release, and are therefore considered a REC. Based on the GeoSearch
Report, the CalTrans maintenance station is located at the southeast corner of Old Hwy 80
and Golden Acorn Way. This location is more than % mile from the nearest portion of the
Project Site. Based on the distance from the Project Site, it does not appear this REC will
impact the Project Site. However, the exact location of the USTs needs to be confirmed to
determine potential impacts to the Project Site. The condition, maintenance, and operational
status of the USTs should also be determined. If this information cannot be obtained or
indicates potential impacts to the Project Site, a HMCP should be prepared and implemented
during construction of the Project.

e Camp Lockett is a former US Army camp previously used for cavalry training and border
defense beginning in 1946. The property is known or suspected to contain military
munitions and explosives of concern, and therefore may present an explosive hazard. The
explosive areas are unknown, and the camp abuts the Project Area. Portions of the Project
Site located along the western boundary of the Project Area, adjacent to the camp. A
munitions and explosives of concern (MEC) survey may need to be conducted on the
Project Site (or a portion of the Project Site) to determine potential environmental and/or
safety concerns.

e A former residential dump site was identified during the 2012 Phase | ESA. Based on the
fact that this was an illegal dump site for an unknown number of years, that dumping
included abandoned vehicles, and parts of the vehicles were still observed four years later,
these are conditions indicative of a release to the environment. This former dump site is
located approximately 0.22 miles east of the nearest portion of the Project Site. Based on
the distance from the Project Site, surficial soil impacts at the former dump site are not
likely to impact the Project Site. Groundwater impacts, if any, are unknown. If the area will
be developed as part of the Project, the current condition of this site should be assessed to
determine the potential presence of hazardous substances or petroleum products. In
addition, a HMCP should be prepared and implemented during construction of the Project.

e Aerial photographs indicate the presence of buildings in the Project Area since at least
1942. Based on the age of the buildings, there is a potential for asbestos containing
materials (ACM) and lead-based paint (LBP) to be present. A survey of ACM and LBP
should be conducted prior to the demolition of structures older than 1980.
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ATTACHMENTB
Historical Aerial Photographs
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ATTACHMENT C

Letter from EPA to Bureau of Indian Affairs
regarding Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement, May 12, 2010










UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

May 12,2010

Dale Risling

Acting Regional Director
Pacific Regional Office
Bureau of Indian Affairs
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS), Campo Regional
Landfill Project, Campo Indian Reservation, San Diego County, California
(CEQ #20100045)

Dear Mr. Risling:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced
document pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and our NEPA review
authority under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. Our detailed comments are enclosed.

In 2006, EPA accepted the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA)’s request to serve as a
cooperating agency for the proposed project. We appreciate the opportunity for early
involvement. In our role as cooperating agency, EPA reviewed and commented on preliminary
draft versions of the Supplemental EIS (PDSEIS) in both 2007 and 2009. We appreciate BIA’s
responsiveness to many of our comments.

Based on our review of the DSEIS, we have rated the document as Environmental
Concerns — Insufficient Information (EC-2) (see enclosed “Summary of Rating Definitions™).
While the proposed project has improved since 2007, additional protective measures should be
included to fully protect the environment. Specifically, because the proposed project site
overlies a Sole Source Aquifer as designated under the Safe Drinking Water Act, the proposal
should ensure that all practicable and feasible measures are incorporated to protect groundwater
resources.

EPA had rated the 1992 DEIS as Environmental Objections - Insufficient Information
(EO-2) based on concerns regarding compliance with federal groundwater monitoring and
corrective action requirements. Information available at that time indicated that compliance with
these requirements could prove difficult or infeasible in the project’s geological setting of
fractured bedrock. Additional field studies have been conducted and more is now known about
the project site hydrogeology. In addition, improvements were made to the proposed water
quality detection monitoring program. We have additional recommendations for improving this
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monitoring program, which is important for the protection of groundwater resources, including a
request to commit to additional groundwater monitoring wells.

The proposed project now includes an alternative liner system and alternative final cover,
which will require EPA approval through a Site Specific Flexibility Request' (SSFR), along with
approval for construction in a seismic zone. While EPA has not formally received the SSFR
applications, draft SSFRs are included in the Appendix of the DSEIS. Therefore, our comments
reflect our initial review of these draft SSFRs but should not be interpreted as constituting any
decisions regarding SSFR approval or disapproval. Once EPA receives the SSFR’s, we will
conduct a thorough review to determine whether the proposed alternative design components
meet the requirements in 40 CFR Part 258 and are sufficiently protective of the Sole Source
Aquifer. For the alternative liner SSFR, the liner design must ensure that the concentrations of
constituents listed in the regulations will not be exceeded in the uppermost aquifer at the relevant
point of compliance. Our review will consider the hydrogeologic characteristics of the facility
and surrounding land, and the current and future importance of groundwater as a water supply.

EPA had previously recommended® that an evaluation of a double composite liner, where
one liner is 2-feet of low-permeable clay, be included in the DSEIS. We recommend this
evaluation be added to the FSEIS, consistent with 40 CFR 1502.14.

The DSEIS references a "much needed waste disposal capacity" in San Diego County but
does not update the detailed discussion of this need that was included in the 1992 EIS. Increased
diversion through recycling in the County would affect demand for waste disposal. Waste
disposal demand may also determine the economic feasibility of the project, which is important
for the long-term management of the landfill and the implementation of mitigation measures. An
update of this discussion should be included in the Final SEIS. We also request additional
information regarding final cover, erosion control measures, project water supply, the property
value protection agreement and implementation of mitigation measures, seismic impacts, and the
project’s GHG emissions, among other issues.

EPA appreciates the opportunity to review this DSEIS. When the Final SEIS is released
for public review, please send one copy to the address above (mail code: CED-2). If you have
any questions, please contact me at (415) 972-3843 or have your staff contact Karen Vitulano,
the lead reviewer for this project, at (415) 947-4178 or vitulano.karen@epa.gov.

Sincerely,
/s/

Enrique Manzanilla, Director
Communities and Ecosystems Division

Enclosure: Summary of EPA Rating Definitions
EPA’s Detailed Comments

LA separate public comment period is associated with this process.
> See comments from April 11, 2007


mailto:vitulano.karen@epa.gov

cc: Monique LaChappa, Chairwoman, Campo Band of Kumeyaay Indians
Lisa Gover, Director, Campo Environmental Protection Agency
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE CAMPO REGIONAL LANDFILL PROJECT DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, CAMPO INDIAN RESERVATION, SAN DIEGO COUNTY,
CALIFORNIA, MAY 12, 2010

Landfill Design

Site Specific Flexibility Requests

Federal regulations (40 CFR Part 258) allow landfill owners and operators to request flexibility
in the municipal solid waste landfill (MSWLF) criteria, including the allowance of alternative
liner designs. The flexibility provided in the MSWLF criteria allows for the consideration of
site-specific conditions in designing and operating a MSWLF while ensuring protection of
human health and the environment. Seeking such flexibility is not uncommon in the industry.

Alternative liner designs must meet criteria set out in the regulations and be approved by the
appropriate regulatory entity. In most cases, the appropriate regulatory entity is a state agency
whose landfill permit program incorporates federal landfill requirements. However, since the
State of California does not have regulatory authority over MSWLFs in Indian Country, EPA
would determine whether an alternative meets the regulatory criteria. EPA makes this
determination by reviewing a Site Specific Flexibility Request (SSFR) submitted by the landfill
developer.

The proposed Campo Landfill project includes a liner system that is an alternative to the
prescriptive liner requirements of 40 CFR Part 258.40(a)(2). The prescriptive liner required in
the federal regulations is a single composite liner consisting of two components; an upper
flexible membrane liner (geomembrane) component’, and a lower component that must consist
of at least a two-foot layer of compacted soil with a hydraulic conductivity of no more than 10™’
cm/sec. The geomembrane component must be installed in direct contact with the compacted soil
component. The proposed Campo liner is a double liner system where the upper (primary) liner
is a single composite liner, in which the 2-foot compacted soil layer is replaced by a geosynthetic
clay layer (GCL) sandwiched between two geomembranes, and the lower (secondary) liner
consists of a single geomembrane overlaid by a geocomposite drainage layer (Figure 2.1-5).

Therefore, the main difference between the proposed liner system and the prescriptive liner
requirements of 40 CFR Part 258.40(a)(2) is that the proposed liner system substitutes an
approximately % inch thick GCL as an alternative to the 2-foot thick low-permeable, compacted
bentonite clay soil component of the single composite liner requirement and adds an additional
layer of high density polyethylene plastic beneath the primary liner.

Protecting groundwater resources is especially important at the Campo landfill site since the
aquifer has been designated a Sole Source Aquifer under Section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking
Water Act. EPA previously commented, during our review of preliminary drafts of the SEIS in
2007 and 2009, that it is our belief that a double composite liner of the configuration proposed
for the Gregory Canyon Landfill in San Diego County would be most protective of groundwater
resources. For the Gregory Canyon Landfill, which is also located over fractured bedrock, the
State of California required that at least one of the low permeability liner components be
comprised of the 2-foot thick low- permeable, compacted bentonite clay soil.

* Geomembrane components consisting of high density polyethylene (HDPE) must be at least 60-mil thick

1
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Once the SSFR’s are formally submitted to EPA, we will evaluate whether or not the proposed
liner meets the requirements in the federal landfill regulations found in 40 CFR Part 258. EPA's
review will be based on the criteria in 40 CFR 258.40: the design must ensure that the
concentrations of constituents listed in the regulations will not be exceeded in the uppermost
aquifer at the relevant point of compliance. This includes consideration of the hydrogeologic
characteristics of the facility and surrounding land. EPA will announce its draft decision on the
SFFRs in a separate process and will hold public meetings and establish a public comment
period pursuant to EPA’s draft Guidance entitled Site-Specific Flexibility Requests for Municipal
Solid Waste Landfills in Indian Country, August 1997 (EPA530-R-97-016).

Liner System Comparison

The DSEIS provides a discussion of the proposed alternative liner as compared to the
prescriptive liner of 40 CFR Part 258, however this discussion is limited to a comparison of
results of the Hydrologic Evaluation of Landfill Performance (HELP) model (p. 2-15). HELP
modeling results show that the proposed liner could provide more protection than the
prescriptive single composite liner required by the federal regulations. However, the evaluation
does not include discussion of other factors, such as shear-strength when hydrated, cation
exchange vulnerability, and the risk of construction damage related to overall thinness of the
GCL/Geomembrane liner system. Appendix D (p. 1-10) does identify the advantages and
disadvantages of GCLs; however, this information should be discussed and evaluated in the body
of the SEIS with statements as to how these relate to environmental impacts.

Recommendation: Expand the discussion of the comparison of the proposed alternative
liner with the prescriptive liner from 40 CFR Part 258 to include factors in addition to the
modeling results, such as a comparative assessment of hydraulic, physical/mechanical,
and construction criteria®. A discussion of the advantages and disadvantages, including a
discussion of costs to benefits, would be appropriate. EPA had previously recommended’
that an evaluation of a double composite liner, where one liner is 2-feet of low-permeable
clay, be included in the DSEIS. We recommend this evaluation be added to the FSEIS,
consistent with 40 CFR 1502.14.

Quality Assurance/Quality Control Program

EPA previously commented on the importance of a Quality Assurance/Quality Control program
to ensure the GCL liner is installed properly, which is vital to its proper functioning. The
Hydrologic Evaluation of Landfill Performance (HELP) program modeling performed for the
project also necessitates a rigorous Construction Quality Assurance program since the modeling
results depend on the number and size of flaws in the geosynthetic products.

The DSEIS includes development and implementation of a Construction Quality Assurance
(CQA) program as part of the final construction documents that would be submitted to Campo
Environmental Protection Agency (CEPA) for review and approval prior to the liner construction

* One reference for this comparison is Koerner, R., and Daniel, D., "A Suggested Methodology for Assessing the
Technical Equivalency of GCLs to CCLs," Proceedings Geokunststoff-Ton-Dichtungen, GTD, H. Zanzinger (Ed.),
Nurnberg, Germany, 1994, pp. 61-83

> See comments from April 11, 2007
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(p. 2-27), consistent with EPA’s previous recommendation. Leak detection via electrical leak
location surveys in installed geomembranes is also proposed. EPA strongly supports electrical
leak location surveys as they would help provide for good quality control of the geomembranes.

Recommendation: The CQA program should be provided to EPA for review as part of
the final liner and cover SSFRs submittals.

Protecting the Primary Liner System

The DSEIS states that the liner/cover prevents direct infiltration of precipitation to the
groundwater below, resulting in denied recharge, which is considered a beneficial impact
because it would increase the distance between the groundwater and the landfill liner (p. 4.2-7).
This adds a measure of protection for the groundwater supply and for the landfill liner system (p.
4.2-6). We agree that increasing the distance between the liner and groundwater is a protective
measure. The project proposal includes the use of groundwater interceptor trenches which could
be effective in keeping at least 5 feet of unsaturated soil between groundwater and the liner.
However, we are aware of trenches that have not performed as intended. Therefore, having
redundant approaches to liner protection from groundwater contact would offer greater liner
protection.

The DSEIS identifies the potentially significant threat to water quality from groundwater
mounding, where infiltration of groundwater beneath the recharge basins could raise a mound on
the water table to the base of refuse and the bottom liner (p. 4.2-7). The secondary
geomembrane liner offers protection to the primary liner should this occur. However, decreasing
the likelihood of this occurring would offer greater liner protection.

Recommendation: Consider exploring the feasibility of additional methods of liner
protection from groundwater contact/mounding in the FSEIS. Identify whether all
options to increase the distance between groundwater and the landfill liner have been
explored. Evaluate locating the recharge basins further downstream from the landfill
perimeter to offer added protection from groundwater mounding beneath the recharge
basins along the downgradient perimeter of the landfill footprint.

Because groundwater trenches can fail, the project should include a requirement for
monitoring the performance of the intercept trenches to verify the continual successful
operation in the collection and removal of groundwater. We also recommend that
contingencies be included for potential maintenance or repair of the intercept trenches or
interceptor pumps. Additionally, we recommend contingencies be included for powering
of the groundwater interception pumps in the event of a power outage.

Erosion Control

The analysis in the DSEIS has not demonstrated that significant erosion will not occur. The
calculation of soil loss in Appendix D-1 uses a C factor value of 0.05 in the Revised Universal
Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE), which it indicates is typically associated with the presence of 65%
grass cover (App D-1, App. 2B, p. 2). However, this C factor may be low and may not reflect
the semi-arid climate of the site and expected vegetative cover. The project’s Revegetation and
Adaptive Management Plan requires a minimum of 50% coverage by the fourth growing season



-
<
L
=
-
O
o
(@
L
>
—
- -
o
o
<
<
o
L
2
=

(p. 4.4-18). If coverage were 50% with a well established grass root structure, the C value would
be approximately 0.07° (40% higher than the assumed value of 0.05). This would increase the
soil loss estimate by 40%. The final results of the calculation are very sensitive to the C factor.
Given this, it is possible the soil loss for the 3:1 slopes might exceed 2 tons/acre/year, which
would be considered excessive.

Recommendation: Correct or justify the use of the C factor of 0.05 in the FSEIS. EPA
recommends additional erosion control measures. For example, a soil-gravel admixture
would help reduce potential erosion on the side slopes. Additionally, use of a soil-gravel
admixture in the top six to eight inches of cover soil throughout the site would help
reduce loss of the topsoil to wind and water erosion.

Final Cover Drainage Layer Design

The proposed final cover soil appears to be placed directly on a geosynthetic drainage layer,
which overlays a textured Linear Low Density Polyethylene (LLDPE) 60-mil geomembrane
(Section 2.1.3.1 and Figure 2.1-9). There should be a filter geotextile installed to separate the
cover soil layer from the underlying geosynthetic drainage layer, similar to the filter geotextile
that is proposed to separate the operations soil layer from the underlying primary leachate
collection and removal system. Without a filter geotextile to minimize the migration of fine soil
particles into the drainage layer, the permeability and performance of the geosynthetic drainage
layer will be reduced.

Recommendation: We recommend a filter geotextile be included in the final cover
design to separate the cover soil layer from the underlying geosynthetic drainage layer to
ensure that fine soil particles do not clog the geodrain layer’s internal drainage channels.

Soil Quality and Final Cover

The suitability of on-site soil for use in the final cover should be further discussed. Because the
soil to be used will come from subsurface soils, it is likely that it will not have adequate nutrients
that are required for establishing vegetation. Subsurface soil can also have layers of soil with
significant salts such as caliches or calcium carbonate layers, and salts adversely affect
vegetation’s ability to uptake water and thus should be limited in the cover soil. The DSEIS
states that measures will be provided for topsoil salvage and replacement, but more discussion is
needed to demonstrate that this is practicable, including where and how the topsoil will be
stored, and how subsoil might be used or amended if insufficient topsoil is available.

Recommendation: The FSEIS should discuss the practicability and logistics associated
with topsoil salvage and use in the final cover. For the SSFR, testing and analysis should
be provided to demonstrate that the hydraulic properties are consistent with the values
used in the HELP modeling and that this soil is adequate to maintain a quality rooting
medium for native vegetation upon closure. This analysis is required to provide the
justification for using native subsurface soil for cover. Additionally, the SSFR should
include the particle size distribution for the soils to ensure it is not excessively rocky,
especially for soils placed adjacent to geosynthetics where rocky soil can damage these

® Estimated from USDA 1978, Table 10, Predicting Rainfall Erosion Losses, A Guide to Conservation Planning
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membranes. The FSEIS should also address the soils needed for seeding of temporary
slopes to establish vegetative cover for erosion control.

Financial Assurance

The DSEIS identifies the landfill closure requirements, including the development of a closure

plan under 40 CFR 258.60 and Campo Tribal Regulations (CTR) (p. 2-33 - 2-34). The federal

regulations at 40 CFR Part 258 Subpart G (Sections 258.70-75) require financial assurance for

closure, post-closure care and, if necessary, corrective action’. The DSEIS does not discuss the
requirement to meet financial assurance or provide any information regarding compliance with
these requirements.

Recommendation: The FSEIS should include financial assurance information in the
FSEIS, including how the project proponent intends to comply with these requirements.
Since closure and post-closure monitoring and maintenance could be viewed as
mitigation as defined under NEPA (40 CFR 1508.20d)*, this information could be
included in the discussion of mitigation measures. The FSEIS should explain how the
closure and post-closure monitoring and maintenance will be implemented, including
funding commitments, responsible parties and enforcement mechanisms (see also
comment below on mitigation measures). The FSEIS should include a clear commitment
to comply with the financial assurance requirements of 40 CFR Part 258 and the Campo
Tribal Regulations.

Seismic Impact Zone SSFR

The DSEIS and the Seismic Impact Zone SSFR should consider additional earthquakes in its
discussions. On April 4, 2010, there was a 7.2 magnitude earthquake in Baja California.
Additionally, the applicability of the 7.8 magnitude earthquake along the Laguna Salada Fault in
1892 should be considered and discussed.

The DSEIS and the Seismic SSFR discuss and summarize calculated static factors of safety in
the slope stability analysis; however, they do not discuss or summarize the calculated seismic
factors of safety. Instead, the permanent seismic deformation (of less than one inch) was
summarized in the text and SSFR Tables 3-6 and 3-7. From Appendix 3.1 of Appendix D-1,
(Slope Stability Calculations) it appears the calculated seismic slope stability factors of safety are
approximately 1.0. EPA is unlikely to approve a seismic impact zone SSFR if seismic factors of
safety are less than 1.0.

Recommendations: The FSEIS and the Seismic SSFR should consider additional
earthquakes, as identified above, and discuss and summarize the calculated seismic
factors of safety for refuse slope stability and final cover slope stability, in addition to the
permanent seismic deformation. Additionally, for refuse slope stability, include a column
in the Seismic SSFR Tables 3-6 and 3-7 showing calculated seismic factors of safety.

"1t appears the Campo Tribal Regulations also address financial assurance
® 40 CFR 1508.20d: (d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations
during the life of the action.
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Leachate Generation Rate and Pond Sizing

Clarification is needed regarding leachate pond sizing assumptions. The leachate generation
calculations shown in Appendix C-1 appear to only include leachate generated from areas
without final cover. In other words, the total leachate volume (gal) for each year equals only that
which would be generated from that year’s area without final cover’.

It appears a value of zero is being used for areas with final cover. Leachate generation will
decrease following final closure, but it would not be zero for the first year. Estimates based on
Bonaparte et al. (2002), as cited in Appendix D-1, p. 1-9, appear reasonable. Bonaparte et al.
suggest that landfills closed with geomembrane cover systems reduce leachate generation to
approximately 10 percent of the operational leachate generation rate within 4 years, and within 9
years, the leachate generation rate is negligible.

Recommendation: Review the leachate generation calculations shown in Appendix C-1
and, if necessary, resize the leachate storage ponds. Identify the unit “sy” in these tables.

Additionally, clarify the assumptions regarding rainfall conditions used in the
calculations and indicate whether they consider the wide variation in annual rainfall
which can occur at the site (Figure 3.2-1). It is not clear if a worst case rainfall event was
utilized for the HELP modeling for the DSEIS (p. 4.2-17). We continue to recommend
that a discussion of contingency plans for the storage or disposal of leachate be addressed
in the FSEIS, including procedures to address leachate management in the event of
excessive rainfall/flooding or when rainfall exceeds what can be effectively applied or
evaporated during the rainy season.

Water Resources

Water Quality Detection Monitoring Program

In our 1992 comments on the FEIS, EPA expressed concern regarding the feasibility of
monitoring groundwater in fractured bedrock systems. Additional field studies have been
conducted and more is now known about hydrogeology at the proposed project site. However,
EPA believes the following recommendations are important for the protection of groundwater
and should be incorporated into the monitoring program. EPA will evaluate the monitoring
program in conjunction with its formal review of the liner SSFR and may recommend additional
wells as appropriate.

Groundwater Monitoring Well Construction/Placement. The groundwater monitoring plan
(Appendix C-3) includes limited deep groundwater sampling (i.e., greater than 100 feet below
ground surface), based on a vertical upward gradient from the deep zone to the shallow zone.
Pumping from the future water supply wells could change the vertical gradient. To ensure that
assumptions about the vertical gradient are correct, the groundwater monitoring plan should
include paired shallow/deep wells. For example, Appendix C-3, Figure 2 indicates that new
deep well P1-50 will be paired with existing shallow well P1-26, which should provide useful
data on the vertical groundwater gradient. Other wells are not similarly paired.

° For example in 2011 (252,800 square yards (sy) without final cover/4820 sy per acre) x 82,700 gal/ac = 4,319,537
gal.
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Recommendation: Project proponents should pair the other two new deep wells (P1-48
and P1-49) with either new or existing shallow wells to provide a more robust data set on
the vertical gradient. The current plan pairs the P1-48 and P1-49 wells with shallow
wells P1-8 and P1-11, which are scheduled for decommissioning.

Groundwater Monitoring of Future Phases. The DSEIS includes a vague description regarding
monitoring wells for landfill phases, stating only that the adequacy of the well spacing and
placement shall be evaluated throughout the landfill construction process (p. 4.2-31). EPA
believes that the proposed groundwater monitoring program for Phases 1 and 2 is generally
adequate; however, the program as presented is insufficient to monitor additional phases as they
are constructed further south. Additionally, proposed phases 18 and 19 (SEIS Figure 2.1-7)
encroach on the ridgeline at the eastern boundary of the proposed landfill. The proximity of
phases 18, 19, and other near-ridgeline phases (including Phase 3) to the groundwater divide
under the ridgeline may suggest the need for additional groundwater monitoring wells on the
ridgeline, and, if needed, on the east side of the ridge.

Recommendation: The FSEIS and Record of Decision should include a firm commitment
for additional groundwater monitoring as new phases are constructed. Appendix C-3 and
elsewhere should indicate that the proposed groundwater monitoring program for the
initial phases will serve as a template for an expanded groundwater monitoring program
as future phases (Phases 4 through 19) are built out, and that the horizontal and vertical
well spacing, sampling and analytical frequency, monitoring parameters, and other details
included for Phases 1 through 3 of the project will extend to future phases. Additionally,
as new landfill phases are built out toward the ridgeline, additional groundwater
monitoring wells may be needed on the crest and, possibly, east of the ridgeline. The
FSEIS and ROD should commit to including additional monitoring wells on the crest and
east side of the ridge to evaluate possible changes to the groundwater once near ridgeline
phases are being filled.

Water Supply

The project includes development of a well field to supply water for the landfill for routine dust
control, consumptive office use, irrigation of nursery plants and revegetation areas, and
construction uses such as dust control and soil compaction (p. 2-6). The assessment of water
availability in the DSEIS is based on "porous media equivalent" analysis and may not be
representative of subsurface conditions at the proposed landfill site. Numerical modeling results
are one line of evidence to support a water resource evaluation, but the limited site-specific
hydraulic test data do not indicate that sufficient water is available to meet project demands.
Available aquifer test data (Appendix C-4) showed the following results for wells tested:

e Well P1-14 test: Well P1-14 sustained a flow rate of 10.7 gpm over a 94 hour test, but the
water level in nearby shallow wells "dropped gradually and did not reach steady state
during 94 hours of pumping."

o Well ATA-PW-1 test: Well ATA-PW-1 sustained an apparent flow rate of 3.4 gpm, but
the water level dropped below the pump intake after 16 hours. Pumping of the ATA-PW-
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1 well resulted in continuous drawdown in well ATB-PZ-1, which did not reach steady
state after 70 hours of pumping.

The DSEIS identifies the existing wells at the Campo sand quarry and the Campo Tribal Center
as potential water sources, such that, in the event that insufficient water is available from the
proposed well field, water shall be pumped from one or both of these wells to supplement water
from the proposed well field, and withdrawals from the well field shall be curtailed sufficiently
to eliminate any adverse effects on other groundwater users (p. ES-37). The DEIS does not
discuss impacts from such a pipeline.

Recommendation: Because of the limited site-specific hydraulic test data, we
recommend the project proponents construct and rigorously test a sufficient number of
water supply wells within the 300-acre wellfield to ensure that sufficient water is
available to meet the short- and long-term demands of the proposed landfill. This is
important since it bears on environmental impacts as well as fire protection. This
information would also provide an indication of the likelihood that this alternative water
source would be needed, which involves constructing a 2+ mile water pipeline along
existing and proposed roads from the quarry and/or tribal center (p. ES-37). A discussion
of impacts from this pipeline should be included in the FSEIS.

Property Value Protection Agreement

The DSEIS notes that the current applicant has not offered a property value protection agreement
for the proposed project but the DSEIS contains a recommended mitigation measure that requires
the project operator to provide water to any domestic user whose source is compromised by
project water withdrawals or unanticipated discharges of pollutants for the duration of the
compromised condition of the water supply (p. ES-14). The measure states that in the event that
groundwater pumping substantially depletes groundwater supplies such that the production rate
of pre-existing nearby wells drops to a level which would not support existing land uses, or
planned uses for which permits have been granted, alternate sources of supply, including piping
in water from the quarry or tribal center (p. 4.2-29), shall be developed or withdrawals from the
well field shall be curtailed until groundwater levels recover (p. 4.2-28).

Recommendation: EPA supports the inclusion of the property value protection
agreement as appropriate mitigation. More details should be provided for this measure
including whether it is being committed to as part of the proposal, the details regarding
when and how it would be triggered, and what the mechanism of implementation would
be. The DSEIS references the water supply mitigation measures from the 1992 FEIS
including twice annual monitoring in off-site wells (p. 4.2-28) but these measures do not
appear to be integrated into the new recommended mitigation measure. For example, the
1992 FEIS measures include development of new wells, and the DSEIS states that these
mitigation measures from the FEIS would be applicable to the potential groundwater
impacts as described in Section 4.2.3.2, however this section discusses groundwater
infiltration basins and groundwater interception trenches. We recommend that this
mitigation measure be more clearly defined. Additionally, since potential impacts from
the proposed project could affect off-reservation resources and mitigation measures
would involve coordination with non-tribal individuals (i.e. domestic well sampling
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program, etc.), it is important to set up a mechanism of accountability for these mitigation
commitments. Third party mechanisms are one such possibility. For example, tribal
casino projects have proposed contracting with a third party to oversee their well impact
compensation program'’.

Remedial Action

Groundwater Remediation Plan. On page 4.2-31, the DSEIS refers to the groundwater
remediation plan mitigation measures in the FSEIS, but does not indicate whether these measures
still apply to the proposed project'.

Recommendation: Clarify in the FSEIS whether the actions identified in the FSEIS, p. 4-
25 are still applicable to the current project. If so, include reference to it in Table ES-4-4.

Leaks from Primary Liner system. The DSEIS identifies the remedial action that would take
place should the primary liner system leak such that leachate from the landfill is observed and
confirmed in the collection sumps near the landfill periphery. These actions could include the
application of an internal liner layer within the landfill over the area in which leakage occurred to
prevent additional infiltration, redirection of landfill activities to another portion of the phase;
and/or possible early closure of a phase (p. 2-8).

Recommendation: EPA recommends that the potential remedial actions that would take
place, should the primary liner leak, also include excavation of the waste material and
repair of the liner, if warranted.

Leaks in Secondary Liner system. While the DSEIS identifies the remedial action that would
take place should the primary liner leak, there is no discussion of remedial action that would take
place should the secondary liner system leak such that groundwater from a rising water table is
observed and confirmed in the collection sumps for the secondary drainage layer.

Recommendation: If significant groundwater inflow is detected, remedial action should
include, but would not necessarily be limited to, assessment and determination of the
groundwater source, maintenance of nearby groundwater intercept trenches, installation
of additional groundwater intercept trenches, installation of groundwater extraction wells,
and/or excavation of the waste material and repair of the liner, if warranted.

Use of Certified Laboratories

The sample analysis discussion of Appendix C-3, Appendix A, Section 3.5, indicates that
analysis of groundwater samples will be conducted by a laboratory certified by the California
Department of Health Services or a laboratory approved by Campo EPA (CEPA). To ensure that
the laboratory is competent to perform the necessary analyses, BIA and the Tribe should ensure
that the laboratory is accredited under the auspices of the National Environmental Laboratory

1% See North Fork Casino Final EIS, November 2008, p. 5-8; Graton Rancheria Casino and Hotel FEIS, p. 5-11

" The DSEIS generally indicates in Table ES-4-4 whether the FEIS mitigation measures still apply to the project, but
no reference to this plan is identified there.








http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/cgp.cfm






http://www.epa.gov/lmop/index.html
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Additional mitigation could include identifying and relocating the air intake for the
Campo Education Center away from the bypass route, if applicable. The greatest
avoidance would likely come from shifting the truck bypass road location further from
the Education Center, and we continue to recommend this be explored.

Recent studies suggest that roadside vegetation may help reduce near-road exposures to
traffic-generated pollutants”’. The Tribe and project proponents should consider
exploring the addition of roadside vegetation between the bypass route and the Campo
Education Center. Should this mitigation be pursued, we recommend working with a
biologist to select the most appropriate vegetation species. EPA is available to provide
more information on the benefits and limitations of this potential mitigation measure.

Regarding public safety, consideration may also want to be given to including in-
pavement flashing warning lights in the crosswalks, especially if foot traffic is expected
to cross during dusk and dawn hours. These systems have lights embedded in the
pavement on both sides of the crosswalk and oriented to face oncoming traffic and are
activated when a pedestrian wants to cross.

Demand for Solid Waste Disposal Capacity

The DSEIS references the "much needed waste disposal capacity" in San Diego County (p. ES-
28), however, no update is provided to the discussion of waste disposal demand in the 1992 FEIS
in Section 1.5 (p. 1-13 through 1-14). We understand that the purpose and need for the project is
tribal economic development; however, waste disposal demand determines the economic
feasibility of the project, which is important for the long-term management of the landfill and the
implementation of mitigation measures.

Recommendation: Update the waste disposal demand discussion in the FSEIS,
particularly waste demand in San Diego County.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are identified for the project in Table ES-4-4. Because the DSEIS
concludes that some mitigation measures will reduce impacts to less than significant, additional
information should be provided regarding their implementation. The Tribe has primary
regulatory jurisdiction over the proposed action; therefore, it would be helpful to disclose in the
FSEIS how the Tribe will ensure compliance with the mitigation measures identified.
Additionally, the project Record of Decision (ROD) must have a clear identification of the
mitigation measures adopted as part of the project. The ROD must state "whether all practicable
means to avoid or minimize the environmental harm from the alternative selected have been
adopted, and if not, why they were not" (40 CFR 1505.2 (c¢)). The CEQ Regulations also state
that mitigation established in the EIS and committed to as part of the decision shall be
implemented (40 CFR 1505.3).

20 Bowker, G.E.; Baldauf, R.W.; Isakov, V.; Khlystov, A.; Petersen, W. Modeling the Effects of Sound Barriers and
Vegetation on the Transport and Dispersion of Air Pollutants from Roadways; Atmos. Environ. 2007, 41, 8128-
8139, also Fuijii, E.; Lawton, J.; Cahill, T.A.; Barnes, D.E.; Hayes, C.; Spada, N.; McPherson, G. Removal Rates of
Particulate Matter onto Vegetation as a Function of Particle Size; Final Report to the Breathe California of
Sacramento Emigrant Trails Health Effects Task Force (HETF) and Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD, 2008.
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Recommendation: Provide additional information in the FSEIS regarding
implementation of mitigation measures, and include binding commitments where
possible. For mitigation measures that the DSEIS determines will reduce impacts to less
than significant, we recommend including:

e A description of each mitigation measure adopted.
e The party responsible for implementing each mitigation measure.
e A schedule for the implementation of each mitigation measure.

e The agency or entity responsible for monitoring mitigation measure
implementation.

e Criteria for assessing whether each measure has been implemented and
effectiveness monitoring

e Enforcement mechanisms

Additionally, since some mitigation measures would involve coordination with non-tribal
individuals (i.e. domestic well sampling program, etc.), the FSEIS should identify the
mechanism of accountability for these mitigation commitments. Third party mechanisms
are one such possibility.

Cumulative Impacts

The DSEIS does not include a cumulative impact assessment for the Quino checkerspot
butterfly. The document does recognize the Quino’s decline, including the loss of more than
75% of its historic range, and the reductions in populations by more than 95% range-wide (p.
3.4-8). These are key factors that should be discussed in an assessment of cumulative impacts
under NEPA. We are aware that portions of the U.S. Mexico border fence have affected Quino
habitat, and a discussion of impacts from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions is required. The Biological Opinion may also include some additional information that
could be included in this discussion, although we understand that cumulative effects as defined
under the Section 7 consultation regulations are not as comprehensive as defined under NEPA.

Recommendation: In the FSEIS, discuss cumulative effects of past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions on the Quino checkerspot butterfly.

Living Resources

Since the release of the DSEIS, the Fish and Wildlife Service has completed their Biological
Opinion (BO) (dated 3/12/2010) and has concluded that, with the implementation of the
conservation measures, the project will not threaten the continued existence of the Quino
checkerspot butterfly.

Recommendation: Update the FSEIS to include avoidance and minimization measures.
The FSEIS should include the BO as an Appendix”' and reflect the formal consultation
and final BO and its conclusions and Incidental Take Statement. We also recommend the

*! The BO Terms and Condition # 1.1 requires all terms and conditions and Conservation Measures in the BO to be
incorporated as mandatory requirements in all documents pertinent to implementing project-related activities
that affect the Quino checkerspot butterfly ("Quino")

16



project commit to the conservation recommendation regarding annual surveys within the
temporary restricted area within the buffer area adjacent to Phase 19. The following are
additional suggestions for updating the DSEIS:

p- ES-19, lines 13-17 (refer also to USFWS' conclusion and BO);
p. ES-32-33, Impacts and Mitigation Measures and Table ES-1(include or reference
BO Conservation Measures and Reasonable and Prudent Measures);
e p. ES-46, Table ES. 4-4: Rare, Threatened and Endangered Wildlife (include
reference to final BO)
e p.3.4-7, lines 4-5 (formal consultation was also completed and final BO was issued);
e p.3.4-9, line 19 (BO also includes additional information about Quino);
p. 4.4-5 Conservation Measures (also include the BO's Incidental Take Statement
Reasonable and Prudent Measures)
p. 4.4-5, line 31 (identify the BO as the Final March 12, 2010 BO);
e p.4.4-8, line 2 (Insert the following sentence at the end of this line to be consistent
with the BO: "The Service will be notified of the relocation in writing (via letter,
email, or fax) within 24 hours following the relocation.").
p. 4.4-11, lines 33-34 (include reference to final BO);
p. 4.4-13, lines 23-24 (include the final BO as an appendix);
p. 4.4-14 Table 4.4-1 (include references to BO and its requirements);
p. 4.4-21, lines16-17 (identify BO as final March 12, 2010 BO);
p. 5-1, Table 5-2 (include reference to BO under Living Resources discussion of
impacts);
e p. 6-1, lines 37-38 (revise to reflect that formal consultation was completed and final
BO was issued);
e . 6-2, lines 1-6 (include reference to BO and implementation of BO's Conservation
Measures and Reasonable and Prudent Measures).

Cooperative Agreement between CEPA and Cal/EPA

The DSEIS indicates that the Cooperative agreement with the State of California is “still in
force” (p. 3.1-3) but does not provide any status updates for the agreement. The agreement was
signed in 1992 and certain elements require updating, at a minimum, the project description in
Appendix A and possibly CEPA’s Process Agent per Section IX (3). We understand from the
State that contact has not yet been initiated.

Recommendation: In the FSEIS, confirm that the Tribe intends to update and abide by the
cooperative agreement. We recommend the Tribe contact the State Water Resources
Control Board and other appropriate agencies within Cal/EPA as soon as possible to
initiate the update process.

Socioeconomic Impacts

The DSEIS does not provide an update on the assessment of impacts to property values and
concludes that it is likely that landowner perceptions of property values near the proposed project
would suffer but future property values near the project site cannot be predicted with confidence
(p. 4.6-4). The DSEIS also concludes that there will be significant noise and visual impacts from
the project.
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Recommendation: BIA should consider reviewing more recent studies that have looked
at the impact of municipal solid waste landfills on property values and provide an update
to this impact discussion.

Noise Impacts

The proposed project will result in unavoidable and significant noise impacts for adjacent
properties east of the reservation boundary and for several tribal residences and the Campo
Education Center off Church Road (p. ES-26). The DSEIS states that sound attenuation walls
should (italics added) be placed between the haul road and residences where noise levels would
exceed acceptable levels provided occupants of the residences in question agree to their
installation. In the case of the Campo Education Center and other buildings in the vicinity of the
Tribal Center, it states that sound attenuating windows and other noise dampening materials
should be applied to the areas of the buildings exposed to truck traffic noise. The mitigation for
the school is important to prevent acoustical barriers to learning, especially since young children

are more susceptible than adults to the effects of background noise on spoken communication®.

Recommendation: The FSEIS should identify whether this mitigation will in fact occur,
who would be responsible for implementing it, and how the measures would be funded.
Mitigation for the Campo Education Center should attempt to approach the acoustics
standard of the American National Standards Institute (ANSI), and could also include
adding insulation, sealing gaps or leaks in windows and doors, installing baffles in vents,
and improving the exterior roofing, consistent with radon safety.

Visual Impacts

The DSEIS concludes that significant visual impacts will occur along the eastern edge of the
proposed landfill (p. 4.9-2). While revegetation of the eastern berm is included in the RAMP,
and this area will receive deeper-rooted species since it is not underlain by the liner system, it is
not clear if revegetation of the berm will occur as soon as possible so plant growth can occur
early and offer some mitigation for visual impacts. If this was not planned, we recommend it be
considered, if feasible.

Minor and Editorial Comments
e On page 2-28 it states that landfill operational activities are anticipated to occur 8-hours
per day, 6 days per week but also indicates that workers would be required every day, 7
days a week over the life of the landfill (p. 2-31). Construction of new landfill cells
would be 8 hours/day, 5 days per week (p. 4.2-11). Clarification of these hours would be
helpful to the reader.

e For clarity, suggest revising the PDF of Appendix C-1 so that the graphed data does not
appear on top of the table data.

22 ANSI $12.60-2002 American National Standard, Acoustical Performance Criteria, Design Requirements, and
Guidelines for Schools
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The section numbering is missing on page 2-11 for the Primary Liner System, the
Leachate Collection and Recovery System (LCRS) Layers and on page 2-13 for the
Operations Layer and the Liner Installation sections.

On page 1-5, we suggest the following wording changes in Table 1.2 regarding EPA:

"Works with other federal agencies to implement RCR A-eenformityrequirements and
regulations promulgated pursuant to RCRA. Rewiews-and submitsrecommendationsfor

compliance-with-landfill-design-standards. The Proposed Action would regquire

eonformanee be required to comply with 40 CFR Part24{(Guidelinesfor Land Disposal
of Selid-Wastes)and Part 258 (Criteria for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills). For

Municipal Solid Waste Landfills in Indian Country, U.S. EPA makes Site-Specific
Flexibility determinations. Works with other federal agencies to implement Clean Air Act
(CAA) and Clean Water Act (CWA) eenformity requirements."

On p. 1-6, line 23-24, we suggest changing sentence as follows: Fhe U-S-—EPAhas

Municipal Slid Waste Lndﬁlls in Indian ountry, U.S. EPA makes ite-Speciﬁc

Flexibility determinations.

p. 4.2-6, top of page should read section 4.4.5.2 not 4.4.6.2 for non-wetland Waters of the
U.S.
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